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Now that the US and the USSR have agreed at the 
highest level to "concentrate this year on working 
out an agreement to limit the deployment of ABMs" 
and "to agree on certain measures with respect to the 
limitations of offensive strategic weapons," it is timely 
to clear away some of tlie ,: myths which have been 
hampering success at SALT and providing fuel for 
the arms race. One such' myth "has been the widely 
trumpeted charges that the Russians were preparing, 
a first strike against the US - a strategic attack on this 
country which would destroy a sufficient proportion 
of our strategic retaliatory forces that we would be 
cither unable or unwilling to respond. If the Soviets 
or we came to believe that they had this capability, 
then our deterrent, the heart of our strategic security, 
would have, lost its credibility. Nuclear war would 
have become more likely and our vulnerability to nu- 
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Assistant Director for Science and Technology of the 
Anns Control, and Disarmament Agency'. Pari II of 
■t his report will appear in ajoriheoming issue. 
clear blackmail a reality. This -fear of. a first strike 
against our Minuteman ICBMs was a major factor in 
President Nixon's previous reluctance, (which now 
■appears to have been partially overcome) to nego- 
tiate ’an ABM agreement without a simultaneous limi- 
• tation on offensive weapons. [ Laird said September 18 
that the Russians in the last 10 months have under- 
■ ’taken, with "tremendous momentum," a buildup 
of both land- and sea-bets'ed missiles. When Laird gets 
- specific in his report to Congress next January on, the 
military budget, there loill be, he predicts, no further 
talk of budget cutting, for the- American people don't 
want to be "militarily inferior." Government officials, 
it is reported, say that 80 ICBM silos are being built in 
the Soviet Union, that the Soviet ICBMs already out- 


j though .we have no. way of divining Soviet in- 
tentions, we must attempt to visualize a first-strike 
■ Policy from the Soviet point of view. We must remem- 
ber that a first strike that is only 50 percent or even 
95 percent effective is a disaster for the Soviet Union, 
since yw- or even one - thermonuclear explosions on 
. its cities in retaliation would be a catastrophe. Knock- 
ing out all our 'Minuteman missiles but leaving us with 
i str . on 2 retaliatory force of submarine missiles and 
bombers is only • an invitation • to national suicide. 
Bven if all our . intercontinental bombers were also 
cstroye by S° viet submarine missiles, we would 
still be left with a retaliatory capability which could 
devastate the USSR. Thus, if the Soviets are serious 
in attempting to develop a first-strike capability, they 
must find some way to neutralize our Polaris sub 
marines, to say nothing of our bombers based on 
carriers or overseas. 

VVhile the Soviets have a modest apti-submarine * 
warfare program, they' could' not have, a force which ' 
could destroy the Polaris fleet in this decade or prob- 
ably the next and have apparently not even made a 
major, effort to have one. Their .only protection from 
iolaris missiles in .the foreseeable- future would be 
through an extensive nationwide ABM system that 
could shoot down essentially all .retaliatory missiles- 
yet strangely, some time before Secretary Laird an- 
nounced the Soviet intention to achieve a first-strike 
capability, the Russians stopped the deployment of' 
t ien only ABM system, that around Moscow. They 
have only recently, more than three years later, resumed 
.that deployment, but they could not have in this de- 
cade, and probably never, an operational system which 
they could count on for protection from completely 
unacceptable damage from the Polaris fleet alone. ' 

I he continued Soviet construction of about 50 to 
60. vei y Byge SS-9 missile launchers a year was the 
primary evidence used to support the conclusion that 
the jo vie Is were seeking a first-strike capability It 
was feared that about 500 of these missiles each 
equipped with three' MIRVs (multiple independently 
taigetable reentry vehicles); could destroy 95 percent 
of the US Minuteman force in a first strike. The 
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Secretary Laircl first raised the first-strike alarm in 
justifying the Safeguard ABM when he said on March 
21, 19p9 that tire Soviet Union is "going for a first 
strike/ capability, and there is no question about it." 
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the only logical explanation for the continuing SS-9 
buildup was a Soviet desire to achieve a first-, trike 
capability. As time passed, this assumption evolved 
from theory to unquestioned gospel. 

But is th e desire to obtain a fh'sL-sjdkc.canability ' 
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